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groups. Finally, these programs have tradition-
ally served those older persons with the great-
est economic need. A significant portion of the
cost of these programs are borne by the par-
ticipants themselves. Seniors contributed at
least $171 million last year to the programs
based on their ability to pay.

Moreover, these programs are some of the
most effective in keeping administration costs
extremely low. Much of the administrative
costs of these programs are provided by vol-
unteers. The reduction of funding will have an
adverse effect on the potential of providers to
recruit increased numbers of volunteers. Fur-
thermore, the number of volunteers would be
decreased as well, since many senior volun-
teers are participants in the programs.

This proposal from the Contract With Amer-
ica does not make cost effective sense. The
logic of this proposal is faulty on its face. The
proposed changes will result in more people
going to nursing homes since preventive and
supportive services, including meals, will be
decreased. Every recipient who receives
meals at home is considered frail and gen-
erally at risk of nursing home placement.

If this block grant was created, 5,040 home
delivered meal recipients would be dropped
from the program, these frail seniors would
most likely be unable to remain in their homes
and would be at high risk of entering a nursing
home. This would cost the Federal Govern-
ment $86 million per year in Medicaid funds.
As opposed to the present cost of $7.5 million
under the Older American Act and related
state funded programs for home based care.

Rember, this $86 million is only for Florida.
It is more than 10 times less expensive to
keep people in their homes, where they want
to be in the first place. Obviously, the results
of block granting these programs have not
been thought through. It is just another one of
the shallow plans Republicans are offering
without thinking through the personal or finan-
cial consequences. This plan would end up
costing us billions of dollars and cutting vital
services to the elderly.

Mr. Speaker, the average age of the people
in my district makes it the second oldest in the
state. I have worked closely with a number of
programs in my District that provide these nu-
trition programs to my constituents. I know
from first hand experience how important they
are to a great deal of the elderly folks in Flor-
ida.

Nutrition studies from the University of Flor-
ida have shown that 69 percent of the con-
gregate meal participants were at moderate to
high risk for malnutrition. Moreover, 89 percent
of the home delivered meal participants were
at moderate to high risk for malnutrition.

Mr. Speaker, I have talked to many partici-
pants of these nutritional programs and I re-
ceive letters like these every day.

Like the one from this 83 year old woman.
She has been going to the same site in New
Port Richey every day since 1983. Her son
brings her every morning and picks her up
afterwards. She loves to be around people
and feel useful instead of just sitting at home.

She is very healthy and goes to the site to
enjoy the camaraderie of other seniors her
age. She is very active at the site and is a
regular volunteer.

She is grateful to this elderly nutrition pro-
gram and stated that ‘‘the program keeps her
young.’’ If this program were based on income
eligibility she would not qualify for it.

Or this letter, that comes from a retired
pharmacist, from New Port Richey, who lives
alone since the death of his wife. Each day,
instead of sitting home alone, he comes to the
Elderly Nutrition dining site. He looks forward
to volunteering at the site and delivering meals
to the homebound.

He writes to tell me that if the criteria for eli-
gibility in the Nutrition Program is changed
and he is found to be unqualified, it will leave
a huge void in his life. He feels that he would
become depressed if he had to stay at home
‘‘staring at four walls.’’

He has the means to pay for his meals in
a restaurant, but would be unable to find the
socialization and companionship that he needs
from other seniors there. Due to physical dis-
abilities, he is unable to interact in recreational
activities. At the lunch site he finds more ap-
propriate activities to fulfill his needs.

Mr. Speaker, the debate on welfare has
been focused on moving people off welfare
and into work. The American people do not
want to continue an endless entitlement pro-
gram without requiring any responsibility on
the part of the recipients.

What we need to understand, is that the El-
derly Nutrition Program is not welfare. Unfortu-
nately, the Nutrition Program for the Elderly
got swept along in a big net cast out to reform
the welfare system. This is a program that
serves very vulnerable seniors. This program
does not belong in the debate on connecting
recipients to the work place.

The welfare debate is about personal re-
sponsibility and work. The Elderly Nutrition
Program is about keeping seniors alive and
independent. Not a single person has alleged
that the program is anything less than a suc-
cessful program that has improved the nutri-
tion and physical and mental health of millions
of seniors in our country.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my fellow members to
examine these elderly nutrition programs and
recognize the fact that they do not belong in
the welfare debate. Including them in a mas-
sive block grant, as offered by the Repub-
licans in the Contract With America, would be
a massive mistake. It would in the most cruel
way, pit one generation against another in the
fight for survival.

Last night, President Clinton said that sen-
iors have made us what we are as a nation.
He is right. We shouldn’t thank them for their
sacrifices to the present generation by kicking
them out on the street.
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California [Ms. ESHOO] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Ms. ESHOO addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]
f

THE INDIAN FEDERAL RECOGNI-
TION ADMINISTRATIVE PROCE-
DURES ACT OF 1995

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from American Samoa [Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA] is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I am pleased to join with my good
friends, Mr. BILL RICHARDSON, Mr. PAT
WILLIAMS, Mr. GEORGE MILLER, and Mr.

PETER DEFAZIO, in introducing the In-
dian Federal Recognition Administra-
tive Procedures Act of 1995 which will
create an efficient and fair procedure
for extending federal recognition to
certain Indian tribes. Similar legisla-
tion was passed by the House of Rep-
resentatives last Congress but, unfor-
tunately, failed to pass in the Senate
by the end of the session.

Mr. Speaker. There remains a great
need for redesign of the current process
for federally recognizing Indian tribes.
For instance, it was not until 1979, 157
years after the establishment of the
Bureau of Indian Affairs, that a com-
prehensive list of Indian tribes was
published. It fact, the concept of Fed-
eral recognition did not even become a
significant legal issue until the 1970s,
following two federal appellate court
decisions and recommendations of the
American Indian Policy Commission.

The current recognition process is
very cumbersome, lengthy and, in
many cases, ill-suited to factual and
fair determinations. Unfortunately,
federal regulations are by no means
clear regarding the criteria that a tribe
seeking federal recognition must sat-
isfy, nor what evidence the BIA must
verify. In addition, the current process
has led to a backlog of petitions. Since
1978, the BIA has received over 116 new
petitions. The BIA has resolved only 25
cases since 1978, nine in favor of rec-
ognition, and 13 against recognition.
While in the past two months, the BIA
has acted on two petitions, in both
cases announcing proposed findings of
denial, the process remains unwieldy.

Mr. Speaker, in addition, the costs to
tribal petitioners of participating in
the federal recognition process are pro-
hibitively expensive, averaging be-
tween $300,000 and $500,000. In addition,
the BIA’s own system appears to suffer
internal conflicts because the same
agency individuals who conduct the re-
search into a tribe’s history also make
the final recognition decision.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation re-
sponds to these problems by creating
an independent Commission on Indian
Recognition, comprised of three indi-
viduals. The Commission would receive
petitions for recognition. The legisla-
tion prescribes procedures for consider-
ing petitions, and affords petitioners
the right to adjudicative hearings and
appeals, and access to federal courts.
For instance, the bill would allow peti-
tioning groups to conduct discovery
and cross-examine witnesses and evi-
dence in a Commission hearing. More
importantly, the bill sets forth more
objective, consistent, and streamlined
standards for acknowledging groups as
federally recognized Indian tribes. By
so doing, the legislation greatly en-
hances the ability of the federal gov-
ernment to more accurately, effi-
ciently, and fairly determine whether
or not to extend federal recognition to
tribal petitioners.

Mr. Speaker, today I attended a
White House meeting with a number of
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